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that the Conference would not be able to record any real progress so
long as it postponed the stage of taking final decisions. After Herr
Hitler's speech of the 17th May and the change of attitude on the
part of the German delegation, a few of the more optimistic spirits
at Geneva had hoped that it might be possible for an agreement on
the lines of the British draft convention to be concluded before the
12th June, the date which had been fixed for the opening of the
World Monetary and Economic Conference. By the end of May,
however, there could be no doubt that the conclusion of a convention
was not yet in sight. The first-reading discussion of the first two
chapters of the draft convention in the General Commission had
shown how fundamental were the differences of opinion that still
existed, and it had also shown that the uncertainty of the political
situation was still making many European delegations extremely
reluctant to commit themselves to definite measures for the reduction
of armaments. On the 31st May the Bureau of the Disarmament
Conference decided that the General Commission should adjourn as
soon as the non-committal first reading of the draft convention was
finished, and that an attempt should be made to solve the worst of
the difficulties in private before the decisive second reading was
taken. In order to meet the objections of the smaller Powers to this
method of conducting the business of the Conference, it was agreed
that the Bureau should be responsible for preparing the draft con-
vention for its second reading (states not represented on the Bureau
being entitled to send a delegate to meetings at which amendments
submitted by them were discussed), and that Mr. Henderson, as
President of the Conference, should be charged with the conduct of
negotiations to facilitate the preparation of the second draft.
After this decision had been taken, the first reading of the remain-
der of the draft convention1 proceeded rapidly. The French delega-
tion submitted amendments to the chapter dealing with supervision
in order to make the system more rigid and automatic. The French
proposal provided for regular and automatic control of armaments,
including investigation in each country at least once a year by small
bodies appointed by the Permanent Disarmament Commission. It
also provided for complete immunity for persons giving information
in good faith and for sanctions in case of non-observance of the terms
of the convention. This amendment was supported by a number of
1 The chapter on chemical warfare had been dealt with on the 30th May.
No amendments had "been submitted and the discussion did not raise any
new points. The question of reprisals was brought up once more, and a number
of delegates, including the representatives of France and the United States,
spoke in favour of collective measures and against individual reprisals.